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REMARKS 

The present Amendment is in response to the Examiner's Office Action mailed June 2, 
2004. Claims 1, 10, 12 and 20 arc amended. Claims 1-20 are now pending in view of the above 
amendments. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the above 
amendments to the claims and the following remarks. For the Examiner's convenience and 
reference. Applicant's remarks arc presented in the order in which the corresponding issues were 
raised in the Office Action. 

Please note tliat the following remarks arc not intended to be an exhaustive enumeration 
of the distinctions between any cited references and the claimed invention. Rather, the 
distinctions identified and discussed below arc presented solely by way of example to illustrate 
some of the differences between the claimed invention ajid the cited references. In addition. 
Applicants request tliat tlic Examiner carefully review any references discussed below to ensure 
that Applicants understanding and discussion of the references, if any, is consistent with tlic 
Examiner's understanding. 

1. Rejection Under 35 tr.S.C> § 112, Second Paragraph 

The Examiner rejects claims 10 and 11 under 35 U.S.C, §112, Second Paragraph for 
indcllnitencss on the grounds that it is unclear what "means for inducing" is. In response. 
Applicants have amended the claims in accordance with the suggestion of the Examiner. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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11. PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

A. Rcicction Under 35 U.S.C. $102 

Tho lixaiTiiner rejects claims 1-5, 9-17, 20 and 21 midcr 35 U,S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anlicipatcd by Tele/us, et al (United Slates Patent Publication No. 2002/0008501).' Uccause 
Tehfus does not teach or suggest each and every clement of the rejected claims. Applicants 
respectfully traverse tliis rejection in view of the following remarks. 

In particular, each of the pending independent claims have been amended to further 
specify one advantage of the presently claimed invention: that the boost converter utilize a 
microprocessor device alresidy present within the transceiver and tliat is programmed to control 
and monitor other components of the transceiver. By utilizing the existing microprocessor (as 
opposed to a specia1i7.ed and addilional boost converter controller device), the, presently claimed 
invention is able to reduce the number of components within tlie transceiver. For example, the 
claims now require, inter alia, that the output voltage is used to power a load, which is 
comprised of a component residlnfr in the transceiver. As is noted in tlic specification, this 
transceiver component would typically be comprised of a diode or a laser device, Morcovcr, the 
claims express tliat the microprocessor used is one thai is already configured to monitor and or 
control the load: ibr example, the microproces-sor is also configured to monitor at least 
c hamcterigttic of the load > The charucteristic could be, for example, the temperature of the load 
component, which may have an affect on the required output voltage. 

1 his feature and approach is not taught or suggested by Tele/us, or by any of tlie other 
cited art. First, that reference provides no teaching that the disclosed power converter be used 
within a optical transceiver environment, nor does it teach that the output voltage be used to 
power a load component witliin a ti-ansceiver environment. Moreover, there is absolutely no 
leaching that the controller 210 used by Telefus be capable of monitoring a characteristic of the 



' Here* it is noted tliat the present appllcatton claims priority to provisional application No. 60/4l&»07/|, filed 
October 10, 2002 and thus has the benefit of that filing date. Hence, rehfvs is not prior art under Section 102(b). 
Applicants do not conceilo Te/^us as constituting prior art, and reserve the riglit to swear behind it. 
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load to which power is being supplied to. Further, nothing suggests that such a characteristic, 
such as temperature, could he used to determine a target voltage. 

Since Telefus, et at docs not leach the device and/or methods being claimed in each of 
the pending independent claims of tliis application. Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 be withdrawn with respect to those claims. Moreover, for at 
least the same reasons, each of the claims depcndmg from those claims are also patcntably 
distinct. 

B. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

The Examiner rejects claims 6, 7, 18, 19 and 22 under 35 U.S.C, § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Tetefus, et al (United States Patent Publication No. 2002/0008501) in view of 
KiUat (United States Patent No. 6,448,745). Further, claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
as bcuig unpatentable over Telefus, et at. (United Stales Patent Publication No. 2002/0008501) in 
view of MiLwishi, et al. (United States Patent No. 5,736,948 A). 

However, to the extent that each of these rejections is based upon the teachings of 
Telefus, then for at least tlie reasons discussed above, the Examiner has failed to stale a prima 
facie case of obviousness. As such, it is respectfully submitted that each of these claims is 
paleniably distinct from the cited references, and it is requested that the rejections be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view cif the foregoing, Applicants believe the claims as amended arc in allowable 
form. In ihc event tliat the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application lhat may bo clarified tlirough a telephone interview, or which may be overcome by an 
Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is reqtiested lo contact the undersigned attorney. 

Dated this 2nd day of December, 2004. 

Respectfully submitted, 




ERIC L. MASCHOFF 
Registration No. 36,596 
Attorney for Applicant 
Customer No. 022913 
Telephone; (801)533-9800 



ELM/iai 

TAT00000003.«VflOI 
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